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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This case report makes a meaningful contribution to veterinary oncology by presenting comparative cytological characterisation of two important canine cutaneous round cell tumours (histiocytoma and mast cell tumour) in well-recognised susceptible breeds (Labrador and Pug). Fine needle aspiration cytology (FNAC) is a rapid, minimally invasive, and cost-effective diagnostic tool, and the detailed cytomorphological descriptions provided here serve as a practical reference for veterinary clinicians and pathologists in resource-limited settings. The occurrence of histiocytoma in an aged (11-year-old) Labrador challenges the commonly held notion that this tumour is restricted to young dogs, adding clinically relevant information to the literature. While the sample size is limited (two cases), the diagnostic approach demonstrated is educationally valuable and highlights the importance of early cytological diagnosis in improving treatment outcomes for companion animals.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
The title clearly identifies the subject (canine cutaneous round cell tumours), the diagnostic method (cytology), the tumour types, and the article type (case report). However, labelling it as 'Research Article' in the proforma while the manuscript itself is a case report is inconsistent and should be corrected.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs Improvement
The abstract lacks a structured format (Background, Methods, Results, Conclusion). The abstract text is almost verbatim identical to the Case Presentation section, which is unacceptable. Treatment, prognosis, and clinical outcome are absent. The abstract should be revised to include a brief background, methods, key cytological findings, and a concise conclusion/clinical implication.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The four keywords provided (Canine, mast cell, histiocytoma, cytology) are relevant. However, additional keywords such as 'fine needle aspiration', 'round cell tumour', 'FNAC', or 'Labrador/Pug' would improve discoverability in databases.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The introduction covers the prevalence, common sites, and breed predispositions of both tumour types adequately. However, it is somewhat brief. A more detailed discussion of the clinical significance of cytological diagnosis versus histopathology, and the rationale for reporting these two specific breeds, would strengthen the background.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs Improvement
No explicit research objective or hypothesis is stated. The statement 'The study report on the occurrence of histiocytoma and mast cell tumour in Labrador and Pug breed of dogs' at the end of the introduction is vague. Authors should clearly state the aim of the case report.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The literature review includes reasonably recent references (up to 2025). However, the over-reliance on Subapriya et al. (2025) as the primary comparison for histiocytoma cytology is a concern, as this is a very recent single source. A broader comparison with established cytopathology textbooks and peer-reviewed studies would be more appropriate.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs Improvement
The methodology is insufficiently described. No clinical examination findings (mass size, consistency, local lymph node status, skin ulceration) are reported. The staining protocol is described but no information is provided on needle gauge, number of passes, smear preparation technique, or the microscopic magnification used for diagnosis. Treatment and follow-up are entirely absent, which limits the clinical utility of this case report.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Ethical approval is stated as 'Not applicable.' However, for a clinical case report involving client-owned animals, a statement of informed owner consent should be included. This is standard practice in veterinary case reports and should be addressed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Cytological results are described adequately for diagnostic purposes. However, the results section lacks quantitative detail (e.g., estimated cell density, degree of atypia, mitotic index) and does not describe any additional diagnostic tests (e.g., special stains, immunocytochemistry) that might have been used or considered. Grading of the mast cell tumour (Patnaik or Kiupel system) is not mentioned.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Two photomicrographs are provided (Giemsa-stained, 100x) and are relevant. However, the figure captions are incomplete and poorly formatted – they are split between two columns rather than appearing as clear individual captions. Image quality and labelling (arrows pointing to key features) should be improved. A scale bar should be included in cytological images for standardisation.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The discussion references relevant published literature and compares findings with previous studies. However, the discussion is brief and repetitive – it largely restates the results rather than interpreting them critically. The atypical age of the histiocytoma case (11-year-old dog) contradicts the well-established literature on this tumour occurring predominantly in young dogs, and this discrepancy is not adequately discussed or explained.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The conclusion is concise and consistent with the reported findings. However, it is generic and does not specifically address the unique aspects of these two cases, particularly the atypical age presentation of histiocytoma. A recommendation for confirmatory histopathology or immunocytochemistry should be included.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 – Poor
The limitations of the study are not discussed at all. Key limitations include: (1) only two cases reported, (2) no histopathological confirmation, (3) no treatment or outcome data, (4) no grading of mast cell tumour, (5) no immunocytochemical verification. A dedicated limitations section or paragraph is essential.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Eighteen references are cited, including both classic and recent publications (up to 2025). However, some references are dated (1968, 1969) and are used as primary epidemiological sources without acknowledgement of more contemporary data. Reference formatting is generally consistent but minor inconsistencies exist (e.g., punctuation, journal name italicisation).
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally readable and written in acceptable English. However, there is a critical issue: the abstract is nearly identical word-for-word to the Case Presentation section (Section 2.1), constituting substantial self-repetition. The language needs revision to ensure the abstract provides a concise synthesis rather than duplicating the case description verbatim. Minor grammatical improvements are also recommended throughout.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – the title is appropriate and informative, accurately describing the diagnostic approach (cytology), the tumour types investigated (histiocytoma and mast cell tumour), the species (canine), and the article type (case report). Minor suggestion: capitalise both tumour names consistently (e.g., 'Histiocytoma and Mast Cell Tumour') for stylistic uniformity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO – the abstract is not comprehensive. It lacks a structured format and is nearly verbatim identical to the case presentation section, which is a major concern. It should be revised to include: (1) a brief background sentence on the clinical significance of round cell tumours; (2) a concise methods statement describing FNAC and Giemsa staining; (3) key cytological findings for each tumour; and (4) a conclusion/clinical implication. Treatment and outcome should also be addressed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY – The cytomorphological descriptions of histiocytoma and mast cell tumour are broadly consistent with established veterinary cytopathology. However, several scientific concerns exist: (1) The histiocytoma case is reported in an 11-year-old dog, which is atypical and contradicts the established literature (predominantly young dogs <4 years). This anomaly is not scientifically explained or discussed. (2) Mast cell tumour grading (Patnaik or Kiupel system) is not applied or mentioned, which is a standard expectation in clinical reporting. (3) No histopathological confirmation is provided, which limits diagnostic certainty. These issues must be addressed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (mostly) – The 18 references include recent publications up to 2025, which is commendable. However, some references date back to 1968–1969 and are used without noting more recent epidemiological updates. Authors should supplement older references with contemporary equivalents where available. Additionally, standard veterinary cytopathology textbooks (e.g., Cowell & Tyler; Raskin & Meyer) are not cited, which would strengthen the diagnostic methodology justification.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO major ethical issues are identified. However, the statement 'Ethical approval: Not applicable' is insufficient for a clinical case report involving client-owned animals. Authors must include an explicit statement of informed owner consent for diagnostic procedures and publication of case details. This is standard ethical practice in veterinary case report publishing and must be added.
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PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This case report addresses a relevant diagnostic topic in veterinary oncology; however, it requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. The most critical issues are: (1) verbatim duplication of the abstract in the case presentation section; (2) absence of clinical examination data, treatment, and follow-up; (3) lack of histopathological confirmation; (4) no discussion of mast cell tumour grading; (5) the atypical age of the histiocytoma case is unexplained; and (6) no formal owner consent statement. The diagnostic cytological images are an asset but need improved captions and scale bars. If these issues are addressed satisfactorily in revision, the manuscript may have merit for publication as a brief communication or case report in this journal.
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